SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
106th Congress March 24, 1999, 9:05 p.m.

1st Session Vote No. 63 Page S-3226 Temp. Record

BUDGET RESOLUTION/Veterans Health Care Funding Increase

SUBJECT: Senate Concurrent Budjet Resolution for fiscalyears 2000-2009 . . . S.Con. Res. 20. Johnson amendment
No. 153.

ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 99-0

SYNOPSIS:  As reported, S.Con. Res. 20, the Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 2000-2009: will cut
debt held by the public (money that the Federal Government owes to creditors other than itself) in half over
years; will fully fund Medicare (all of the President's proposed $9 billion in Medicare cuts were rejected; as a resulgethis b
will allow $20.4 billion more in Meitare spending over the next 10 yeard)t save the entire $1.8 trillion in Social Security
surpluses over the next 10 years for Social Security; will provide for $778 billion in net tax relief over the next 10 geatst,
the President's budget would increase the tax burden by $96 billion net over 10 years), and will adhere to the spentkng res
(discretionary spending caps and pay-go provisions) of the bipartisan budget agreement as enacted in the Balanced Budget
1997 and the Taxpayer Reform Act of 1997 (the President's proposed budget, in contrast, would dramatically increase spenc
violation of that bipartisan agreement, and would result in $2.2 trillion more in total Federal debt at the end of 10nyears f
proposed in this Senate budget).

The Johnson amendmentvould adjust the functional totals with the intention of increasing funding for veterans health car
by $2 billion in fiscal year (FY) 2000 and by paying for that increase by making an across-the-board cut in other discretior
programs. The amendment would algpress the sense of the Senate that defense programs would be exempt from the across:
board cut, and that if the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) were to determine that there was an on-budget surplus in FY
then the $2 billion in cuts would be restored.

Those favoring the amendment contended:

Veterans deserve and need more money for health care. The President's proposed budget for veterans' health care is w

(See other side)

YEAS (99) NAYS (0) NOT VOTING (1)
Republican Democrats Raublicans Democrats Reublicans Democrats
(54 or 100%) (45 or 100%) (0 or 0%) (0 or 0%) 2) 0)
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inadequate. This budget is better--it adds #llob in funding. More money ist8l needed though. Many veterans groups have

studied this issue and have found that a $3 billion increase is needed this year rather than just a $1 billion increferéVe the

have proposed this amendment to add the additional $2 billion needed. As an offset, we have proposed an across-the-board cut in
non-defense, non-veterans spending. For the last 3 years there has been no increase for veterans' health care. Agémthgase is u
needed now. We strongly urge our colleaguesltpethis amendment so that we magvide adequate funding to take care of the

health care needs of those in whom we are indebted.

While favoring the amendment, some Senators expressed the following reservations:

This amendment would make us cut all other non-defense programs, including programs for education, health research, the
environment, and housing. All day long we have been hearing complaints that not enough money has been provided for those
programs. If our colleagues vote for this amendment, they must keep in mind that the price is that those programs é&e going to
cut even more. We favor increased veterans' health care funding, so we support this amendment, but we are not pleased with the
offset.

No arguments were epressed in pposition to the amendment.



